Settler colonialism has been resistant to decolonization. Some settler polities decolonized later, some tentatively, some not at all (Veracini 2007a). And yet, as underscored ) has not yet explored the specific differences separating colonial and settler colonial storytelling. This section makes a case for a systematic distinction between colonial and settler colonial narrative forms, and suggests that the stories we tell regarding these two phenomena are structurally different, even antithetical. It acknowledges that they interact, overlap, and interpenetrate, and yet, as they remain analytically distinct, it suggests that they should be seen as two structurally different types.
not take Amsterdam with him to Batavia will not bring Batavia back with him to Amsterdam' (quoted in Penn, 2007, p. 87) .
On the contrary, there is no middle passage for settler colonizing Europeans because no return is ever envisaged (indeed, far from being the bottom line of a triangular movement, in the words of Ralph Waldo Emerson, the oceanic crossing can be seen as a Lethean passage over which settlers 'have had an opportunity to forget the Old World'
[quoted in Bercovitch 1975, p. 162] ). It is not an Odyssey. As settlers come to stay, the narrative generally associated with settler colonial enterprises rather resembles an Aeneid, where the settler colonizer moves forward along a story line that can't be turned back.
We should attend to the ongoing consequence of this narrative structure as well, and if it is true that we are sons and daughters of Homer, it is also true that, as he did with Dante, Virgil is still taking us by the hand. Richard Waswo's The Founding Legend of Western Civilization (1997) , for example, provides a compelling argument in this direction.
Indeed, as persuasively demonstrated by Ben Kiernan in his study on the relationship between settler colonialism and genocide, the Aeneid provides a specific foundational reference for settler colonial endeavours (2007, pp 169-212) . 3 The structural difference between a line and a circle thus expresses one inherent dissimilarity between colonial and settler colonial narrative forms: settler migration remains an act of non-discovery. The archetypal voyage of discovery is Ulysses's -but discovery is necessarily about going and coming back. Discovery, by definition, requires a circular narrative structure. Ulysses returns: he engages with many peoples in a multiplicity of places but never thinks of settling as an option. His urge to return is also due to a need to avenge those who doubted his eventual homecoming: unlike the settler, he slaughters at home. Aeneas -who has nothing left behind -also will not settle anywhere, focused as he is -with a force and an intensity that also resembles a 'return' -on his final destination. Settlers do not discover: they carry their sovereignty and lifestyles with them. At times, they even relocate with their neighbours. As they move towards what amounts to a representation of their world, as they transform the land into their image, they settle another place without really moving. Significantly, settlers often subvert normal travel narratives and construe their very movement forward as a 'return': a return to the land, but also a return to an Edenic condition (now, this is a return), and to a Golden Age of unsurrendered freedoms (or, in the case of Zionist settlers, a return to Palestine). In any case, settlers do not report back: Aeneas does not report back.
Moreover, whereas colonizers see themselves in a middle passage between home and home, between departure and return, settler collectives inhabit a third narrative phase, a segment that succeeds both the 'Old World' and a period in the wilderness, a 'frontier' phase made up in succession by entrance into a district, battling the land, community building, and, eventually, by the 'closing in' of the frontier. Quite naturally, inhabiting structurally different narrative spaces influences the way in which colonizers and settler colonizers interpret their respective enterprises. As a result, the possibility of multiple middle passages allows a flexibility that settlers do not have: defeat and relapse do not necessarily imply the failure of a colonial ideology. On the contrary, the settler colonial story locates the consolidating settler collective in history's latter days, hence a stubborn, recurring and inherent anxiety at the prospect of defeat or compromise (see Akenson 1992) . That settler polities are perceived as inhabiting a narrative space that Lorenzo Veracini -Telling the end of the settler colonial story 6 cannot be followed by an ulterior passage crucially contributes to block out indigenous peoples' struggles for a post settler colonial future.
Colonial and settler colonial narrative forms emerge as structurally distinct. (Pateman 2007, pp. 55, 73) . Similarly, Patrick Wolfe has also noted that 'settler colonialism is relatively impervious to regime change ' (2006, p. 402) . How can this resilience be explained? This section argues that in the case of settler colonial contexts, a specific narrative form produces a circumstance in which there is no intuitive narrative of settler colonial decolonization, and that, as mentioned, a narrative gap contributes crucially to the invisibility of anti-colonial struggles in settler colonial contexts.
The scramble for colonies at the end of the nineteenth-century produced colonial polities that could be turned over to successor states in a symmetrical process of counterscramble. As pointed out by Roger Louis (2006 pp. 1-31), the great imperial scramble of the late nineteenth-century was mirrored by the decolonizing counter-scramble of the 1960s. However, decolonization is generally understood as a transition whereby a colonial state is turned into a self-governing territorial successor polity. Problems inevitably arise when the (settler) colonizing state is the self-governing territorial successor polity. Even if they had come to stay, at times settlers depart. This is especially the case when their sovereignty has been subsumed within the operation of a metropolitan colonial endeavour. In these cases, as the settler project was premised on an enabling colonial order, the discontinuation of a colonial regime spells the discontinuation of the settler colonial one. As Fanon remarks, 'the settler, from the moment the colonial context disappears, has no longer an interest in remaining or in co-existing' (Fanon 1967, p. 35) . 
Conclusion
If settler colonialism is an ambivalent circumstance where the settler is colonized and colonizing at once, decolonization necessarily requires at least two moments: the moment of settler independence and the moment of indigenous self-determination. The first moment is easily conceptualized -we instinctively know about the 4 th of July -the second passage is yet to be formulated. implies by definition a degree of restoration/devolution of political sovereignty, taking responsibility for a painful history, as Rudd has proposed, is bound to be better than a denial of responsibility, but it certainly does not amount to a relinquishment of responsibility for a post-settler future (Rudd 2008 ; see also Thompson 2002) .
When and if indigenous communities are acknowledged, access native title, receive an apology, and possibly some compensation (all necessary elements of any genuinely post-settler/postcolonial compact), the widespread pattern of public perception is that of a sovereignty inherently subversive of settler/national foundations. In the context of a settler colonial mentality, the very presence of indigenous peoples is normally unsettling; but an acknowledgement of indigenous sovereignty is even more so.
As long as there are no available narratives of settler decolonization, narratives identifying indigenous dispossession and loss of collective autonomy as 'progress' are bound to remain paradigmatic. If settler colonization is an ultimate colonizing act where settlers envisage no return, settler colonialism still tells a story of either total victory or total failure. Ultimately, discontinuing settler colonial forms requires conceptual frames and supporting narratives of reconciliation that have yet to be fully developed and narrated.
